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FEES FOR CERTAIN SERVICES UNDER THE NAVIGATION 
AND VESSEL INSPECTION LAWS 





THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1960 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Coast GuarRpb, Coast AND 
GEODETIC SURVEY, AND NAVIGATION, OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Edward A. Garmatz (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Garmatz (presiding), Clark, Nix, Oliver, 
Johnson, and Ray. 

Staff members present: Bernard J. Zincke, counsel and William B, 
Winfield, chief clerk. 

Mr. Garmatz. The meeting will come to order. 

We will take up the bill ELR. 5841, introduced by Mr. Bonner, the 
chairman of the committee. 


(H.R. 5841 follows:) 


[H.R. 5841, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


ABILL To repeal and amend certain statutes fixing or prohibiting the collection of fees for certain services 
under the navigation and vessel inspection laws 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the following provisions of law are hereby 
repealed: 

(a) Section 2654 of the Revised Statutes (U.S.C., 1952 edition, title 19, see. 58). 

(b) Section 4381 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (U.S.C., 1952 edition, 
title 46, see. 329). 

(ec) Section 4382 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (U.8.( 
title 46, sec. 330). 

(d) Section 4383 of the Revised Statutes (U.S.C., 1952 edition, title 46, sec. 333). 

(e) Section 1 of the Act of June 19, 1886 (ch. 421, 24 Stat. 79), as amended 
(U.S.C., 1952 edition, title 46, sec. 331). 

(f) Section 3 of the Act of February 19, 1920 (ch. 83, 41 Stat. 436, 437 (U.S.C., 
1952 edition, title 46, sec. 53)). 

Sec. 2. Section 2792 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (U.S.C., 1952 edition, 
title 19, sec. 289, title 46, secs. 110, 112, and 124) is further amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 2792. Any passenger vessel engaged triweekly or oftener in trade between 
ports of the United States and foreign ports shall be exempt from tonnage tax 
while such service triweekly or oftener is maintained.”’ 

Sec. 3. Section 4221 of the Revised Statutes (U.S.C., 1952 edition, title 46, 
secs. 113 and 125) is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4221. In cases of vessels making regular daily trips between any port of 
the United States and any port in the Dominion of Canada, wholly upon interior 
waters not navigable to the ocean, no tonnage fee shall be charged against such 
vessel by the officers of the United States, except upon the first clearing of such 
vessel in each year.” 


‘ 


., 1952 edition, 


1 














2 FEES FOR SERVICES—NAVIGATION AND VESSEL INSPECTION LAWS 


Sec. 4. Section 2793 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (U.S.C., 1952 edition 
title 19, sec. 288; title 46, secs. 111 and 123) 1s further amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2793. Enrolled or licensed vessels engaged in the foreign and coasting 
trade on the northern, northeastern, and northwestern frontiers of the United 
States, departing from or arriving at a port in one district to or from a port in 
another district, and also touching at intermediate foreign ports, shall not thereb 
become liable to the payment of tonnage tax, but such vessels shall, notwith- 
standing, be required to enter and clear; except that when such vessels are on 
such voyages on the Great Lakes and touch at foreign ports for the purpose of 
taking on bunker fuel only, they may be exempted from entering and clearing 
under such rules and regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe 
notwithstanding any other provisions of laws: Provided, That this exception shal} 
not apply to such vessels if, while at such foreign port, they land or take on board 
any passengers, or any merchandise other than bunker fuel, receive orders, dis. 
charge any seamen by mutual consent, or engage any seamen to replace those 
discharged by mutual consent, or transact any other business save that of taking 
on bunker fuel.” 

Sec. 5. Subsection I of section 30 of the Act of June 5, 1920 (ch. 250, 41 Stat. 
988, 1002 (U.S.C., 1952 edition, title 46, section 927)), is amended by deleting 
the last two sentences, 

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to prohibit the fixing 
of fees, charges, or prices under the authority of title V of the Act of August 31, 
1951 (ch. 376, 65 Stat. 268, 290). 

Mr. Garmatz. The first witness this morning is the Honorable A. 
Gilmore Flues, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. GILMORE FLUES, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE TREASURY, ACCOMPANIED BY COMDR. LOUIS F. SUD. 
NIK, LEGAL DIVISION, U.S. COAST GUARD; J. W. GULICK, CHIEF, 
MARINE ADMINISTRATION, BUREAU OF CUSTOMS; AND HUGO 
A. RANTA, GENERAL COUNSEL’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY 


Mr. Fives. Mr. Chairman and the other gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am A. Gilmore Flues, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 
With me at the witness table are Commander Sudnik of the U3. 
Coast Guard, Mr. Hugo Ranta of our General Counsel’s Office, and 
Mr. Gulick, of our Bureau of Customs. 

Gentlemen, I am glad to have this opportunity to appear before 
you in support of H.R. 5841. 

This bill is sponsored by the Treasury Department and I would 
like to give you a little background with respect to it. 

The 82d Congress, in title 5 of the Independent Offices A ppropria- 
tion Act for the fiscal year 1952, declared in substance that it was the 
sense of Congress that any service or privilege furnished or granted 
by any Federal agency to any person should be self-sustaining to the 
fullest extent possible. The Congress further authorized the head of 
each Federal agency to provide fees or charges for such services or 
privileges and to redetermine the propriety of existing fees. How- 
ever, the Congress expressly provided that this statutory provision 
should not be considered as repealing or modifying any existing statute 
prohibiting the collection of fees or fixing the amount of the fee. 

This general policy that services rendered by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to individual members of the public should be placed on 8 
self-sustaining basis is also the policy of the present administration. 
We believe that where a benefit or privilege granted by the Federal 
Government inures principally to the advantage of a particular in- 
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dividual or corporation, the recipient of the benefit or privilege shou'd 
av for its cost. We do not feel that in such a case the cost should 
fa borne by the taxpayers asa whole. In such a situation, we believe 
that it is time for the taxpayers to be relieved of paying for services 
rendered by the Government for the benefit of private interests. 

The purpose of H.R. 5841 is to make possible the implementation 
of this policy under the navigation and vessel inspection laws. Some 
statutes presently prohibit charging fees for certain services rendered 
to vessel owners. for example, one statute prohibits charging a fee 
for the issuance of a certificate of registry or other vessel document. 
Other statutes, some of which date back over 100 years, prescribe 
certain specific fees. Collectors of customs, for instance, are required 
to collect a fee of 20 cents a folio for recording title papers of vessels. 

H.R. 5841 would repeal or amend such navigation or vessel inspec- 
tion statutes so that fees could be prescribed by regulations of the 
Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with title 5 of the Independ- 
ent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952. In other words, the bill would 
clear the statutory decks of restrictive provisions and permit the 
Department to implement congressional and administration policy 
with respect to fees for benefits and privileges furnished by the 
Government in the limited area of navigation and inspection statutes. 

Whether fees would be charged by the Department in a given 
instance would be governed by the standards established by the 
Bureau of the Budget with respect to user charges for Government 
services. Once a decision is made to charge a fee, the fee would be 
based on the cost of the service to the Government as nearly as 
that cost could be estimated without an elaborate cost-accounting 
procedure. 

The Department does not expect to recover the complete cost of 
marine inspection and navigation services under the bill. However, 
you may be interested to know that it costs the Department upward 
of $3,500,000 annually to render these services. For example, these 
costs include a few cents for the inspection of life preservers, $5 for the 
issuance of a vessel document, and about $3,000 for the admeasure- 
ment of the largest passenger vessel afloat. Before the promulgation 
of fees under the bill, the Department would, of course, comply with 
the public notice and hearing requirements of the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act so that interested persons would have an opportunity to 
present their views as to the proposed schedules. 

There is also pending before you committee another Treasury- 
proposed bill, H.R. 9916, to simplify the admeasurement of small 
vessels. This bill provides for tonnage assignments from a chart 
requiring only two measurements, length and breadth, with respect to 
newly constructed self-propelled vessels up to 500 gross tons and non- 
self-propelled vessels up to 1,000 gross tons. Since the vessel owner 
himself can readily ascertain the two measurements required, the 
tonnages of the vessels covered by that bill could be computed without 
cost so that no admeasurement charge would be made under the 
proposed fee bill. 

l'o conclude, we believe that H.R. 5841 is a sound piece of legis- 
lation | and we hope it receives favorable consideration by your 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes the statement on behalf of the bill 
by the Department of the Treasury. 
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I believe each of you has been provided with a copy of this 
statement. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Flues, you state on page 3: ‘‘* * * these costs 
include a few cents for the inspection of life preservers, $5 for the 
issuance of a vessel document * * *.” How much work is included 
in that? 

Back a little further, on page 2, you say that for years these fees 
have not been changed, for example, 20 cents per folio fo recording 
title papers of vessel. 

Do you have an idea of what the cost will be, roughly? 

Mr. Fives. The gentlemen with me have been brought for the 

urpose of answering such questions which are not within my particu- 
a OPE 

May I ask that Mr. Gulick of Customs respond to that question? 

Mr. Garmatz. You say they have not been changed for years. | 
am wondering what 1 is the estimated cost, for instance, of inspecting 
the life preservers? 

Mr. Gutick. If I may, Mr. Chairman, on the life preservers, I have 
to ask Commander Sudnik to answer that but I certainly can answer 
the question with regard to recording and the charge per folio of 
100 words. 

Mr. Garmatz. I picked these out because you mentioned the title 
papers and life preserver. If you have anything else to use as a 
comparison, feel free to do so. 

Mr. Gutick. Fine, sir. 

On the recording, it usually takes approximately a half hour of an 
employee’s time to record a bill of sale evidencing title to a vessel, 
If the bill of sale is of the normal variety, it would be a one-page 
instrument, perhaps going no turther than four pages all told, making 
a total cha rere of around $2 for that bill of sale. 

It just so happens that, under our cost estimates, the employee’s 
time of one-half hour is worth $2, so that in that case there would be 
perhaps no increase. 

However, on the recording of an ordinary mortgage, there is a little 
more work involv ed, and the time of the processing runs up to three- 
quarters of an hour, so that the charge would be approximately $8, 
if we base it on the employee’s time : and overhead. 

A preferred mortgage, which usually runs around 50 cents a page 
and can go up for several hundred pages in the case of large corporate 
instruments, will take regardless of the length of the instrument 
approximately 1 hour to process. Therefore, we would be inclined to 
charge a minimum fee of $4 for the employee’s time, thus saving the 
steamship owner a considerable sum of money in the ree ording of the 
preferred mortgage. 

On the issuance of a document there is no charge today. That takes 
approximately an hour and 15 minutes of a customs marine officer’s 
time. 

In terms of salary and overhead, that costs the Government around 
$5. 

We would be inclined to consider a $5 fee under those circumstances. 

The renewal of a vessel’s license takes approximately a half hour. 
There is no charge today for the renewal. That would reimburse the 
Government if we charged $2. 
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There are many other instances that we could give on this but, if 
you desire no more, this gives an idea of what the charges would be 
and the fact that we do not intend to make a profit on this thing but 
to recoup a cost in those cases were the recoupment is indicated. 

Mr. GAaRMATZ. Lou say these charges would be based on cost. 
Does this bill provide in any place where it would be based on cost? 

Mr. Guuicxk. No, sir. The bill does not. We would be guided by 
a Bureau of the Budget circular given out to all Federal agencies 
which prescribed the guidelines tor determining fees for user charges 
to the public. 

Mr. Garmatz. Is there any prohibition against using this as a 
revenue measure? 

Mr. Gutick. I think that, sir, would go back to the basic act under 
which we would prescribe the fees, 5 U.S.C. 140, the 1951 Appropria- 
tions Act amendment, as I recall: That prescribes that the Govern- 
ment shall be reimbursed for services which are in the interest of or 
for the benefit of the public. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Clark? 

Mr. Ciark. Why are you not using that now if you can do it 
afterwards and it is not in the bill? Why are you not doing it now? 

Mr. Guuick. That, sir, is exactly the reason why we have to come 
before you and propose this legislation. 

Today there are two types of statutes on the books affecting fees. 
One says that in certain given instances no fee at all shall be charged, 
so that we are blocked from charging a fee until we get that off the 
books. 

Two. They will say, for example, in the case of an entry of a vessel, 
a fee of $2.50 shall be charged. That is below the cost to the Govern- 
ment so that, in that case, we would like to wipe out that limitation 
and be able to operate under the 1951 statute. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman. 

I am sorry I had to step out for a minute. 

On page 3 of your statement, sir, you refer to costs of the Depart- 
ment in the sum of $3,500,000 annually. How much do you expect 
to recoup out of that sum? 

Mr. Fives. Mr. Gulick can answer that. 

Mr. Guticx. This, Mr. Ray, we have not decided and I do not 
think we could decide until we had concluded a rather exhaustive 
study on what services should have a fee. 

This is merely the total cost of rendering all of these services today. 
There may be some instances in which we would be bound by the 
Bureau of the Budget circular to find that there was no ground to 
charge a fee because the service was not in the particular interest of 
or for the benefit of the recipient of the service. 

Mr. Ray. You must identify the services for which you think you 
ought to be reimbursed in order to get at the figure of $314 million. 

Mr. Guuicx. We have some general ideas on that subject but the 
Administrative Procedure Act, you see, prohibits us from making any 
firm determinations without taking the public into our confidence. 
_In other words, we have to advertise these things to the public and 
give them a chance to come in and be heard before the fee becomes 
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Mr. Ray. Do you not have any idea as to how much the Govern- 
ment’s function burden will be eased? 

Mr. Guuicx. I could give only a very rough guess on that and 
possibly come up with something like $114 million to $2 million. 

Mr. Ray. $11 to $2 million? 

Mr. Guticx. Yes, sir; but that is a very rough guess because we 
have not determined as yet what services will require a fee. 

Mr. Ray. You do not think, in other words, that the companies 
involved will be charged $3,500,000 more than they are now being 
charged? 

Mr. Gutick. I will be rash enough to go on record and say I am 
positive that they will not be charged $3,500,000 over what they are 
being charged today. 

Mr. Ray. It may run to $1,500,000 to $2 million? 

Mr. Gutick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ray. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Outver. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ray has already asked the questions which are pertinent to 
the questions I have had with reference to this legislation. 

I am wondering whether or not, Mr. Secretary, this one and a half 
million dollars or $2 million which Mr. Gulick has referred to as a 
guess would be so distributed among many owners that it would not 
be of any serious burden to anyone or whether this would be concen- 
trated upon some of the shipping operators, for example, and add to 
their cost, which in turn we would have to pay off anyway through 
operational subsidies? 

Are we taking this out of one pocket and putting it into another? 

Are we just laboring here to bring forth a mouse? 

Mr. Fives. Mr. Oliver, the cost will be very widely disbursed. 
The burden, as we see it, is not going to fall very heavily upon any 
one individual or one corporation. Certainly it could not result in 
ae cost to the Government by way of subsidy, let us say. 

Mr. Otrver. Is this going to make any substantial increase in cost 
to small-boat operators or vessel operators, for example, in the coastal 
trade or in perhaps the operations of carrying passengers for hire or 
something of this sort in a very small business sense? 

Mr. Fives. We do not believe that it will be any substantial 
burden on them, sir. 

Mr. Ottver. Is it adding any further obligation or requirements 
upon the part of the owner? Does he have to submit to any further 
bureaucratic redtape, so called, that is going to irritate him even more 
than he is irritated today? 

Mr. Fuss. Sir, as a matter of fact, we are constantly striving to 
eliminate the redtape on the bureaucratic interference that you 
mention. There are several studies and programs underway right 
now in an effort to simplify procedures and to help these people in 
their entrances and clearances into port. 

Mr. Otiver. Does the Secretary of the Treasury, to whom I expect 
that you could speak, consider that this would be perhaps an anti- 
inflationary or inflationary measure? 

Mr. Fives. Everything we do, sir, is anti-inflationary. 
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Mr. Ourver. In view of the $4 billion of surplus that has been 
predicted for this next fiscal year, I would expect that we should 
make some contributions toward it. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Flues. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Nix? 

Mr. Nrx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In the statement, it is stated: 

The $2d Congress, in title 5 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act for 
the fiscal year 1952, declared in substance that it was the sense of Congress that 
any service or privilege furnished or granted by any Federal agency to any person 
should be self-sustaining to the fullest extent possible. 

That is exactly what you want to do? 

Mr. Fivugs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nrx. You have been prevented from doing it and you would 
like to eliminate that which prevents your doing it? 

Mr. Fives. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nrx. That is good sense and good business. 

Mr. Fiuss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nix. That is the substance of this thing, is it not? 

Mr. Fives. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Nrx. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Will this cost you any more to carry out this pro- 
gram, generally speaking? 

Mr. Fives. Mr. Gulick could probably answer that better than I 
could. 

What would you say to that question, Mr. Gulick? 

Mr. Gutick. That, sir, is one of the guidelines established by the 
Bureau of the Budget in its circular. 

We would be required to take the cost of collections into account 
in determining the fee, and in giving you some representative examples 
a moment ago that was included, so that I would say there would be 
no additional cost. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Secretary, this is another delegation, is it not, 
to your Department from Congress respecting the proposed cost of 
services? 

Mr. Fives. Well, sir, this legislation would enable the Department 
to do what Congress already has provided for. 

Mr. Jonnson. Now, has it? You have set forth what was the 
intent of Congress but has not Congress prescribed what the rates 
would be for those services you set forth here, $5 for the issuance of a 
vessel document, and about $3,000 for the admeasurement of the 
largest. passenger vessel afloat. Has not Congress adhered to a 
scheduled fee at this time? 

Mr. Fives. Those rates were not set by Congress. 

All that Congress stated was that the service that could be furnished 
or granted by any Federal agency to any person should be self-sustain- 
ing to the fullest extent possible. 

Mr. Jounson. That is the intent. That was only an intent on the 
part of Congress to have every Department self-sustaining. 

r. Fiuns. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. Who set the fees as set forth here which you are 

now charging? 
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Mr. Fives. That would be set through our own Bureau of Customs, 
or through Coast Guard through their experience with the particular 
problem. In other words, Congress did not specifically say what these 
charges for services should be. 

Mr. Jounson. Then, if you have the power originally to get 
particular fees, I have diffi ulty in knowing now why you are coming 
forward here for further authority. 

Mr. Fivuzs. Because, as we stated a moment ago, there are certain 
statutes on the books which prevent us from doing this, and this 
legislation is designed to clear away those statutes. 

Mr. Jonnson. To what statutes, for instance, do you haye 
reference? 

Mr. Guuicx. They have some in the bill but I thought you would 
prefer to know a little bit more about the statutes than just the 
statutory citation. 

Mr. Fives. In the bill itself, at line 3, and then going on down: 
That the following provisions of law are hereby repealed: 

(a) Section 2654 of the Revised Statutes * * * 

(b) Section 4381 of the Revised Statutes, * * 

(ec) Seetion 4882 of the Revised Statutes, * * 

(d) Section 4883 of the Revised Statutes * * 

(e) Section 1 of the Act of June 19, 1866 (ch. 421, 24 Stat. 79), as amended * ** 

(f) Section 3 of the Act of February 19, 1920 * * * 

Section 2. Section 2792 of the Revised Statutes, as amended * * *, 


“ 

* 
* 
i, 
* 


And there are further statutes in there. 

Mr. Jounson. At the present time, what prohibition do_ those 
statutes call for? 

Mr. Fiues. May Mr. Gulick answer that? He has the information 
right before him. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Guuick. The first statute, sir, is Revised Statute 2654, 19 
U.S.C. 58, which is one of our basic fee statutes: This lists several 
fees and we have no authority, of course, as long as that is on the 
books, to change those fees. 

Mr. Jounson. Who set the fees that are prescribed in that act? 

Mr. Guuickx. That was done by Congress. 

Mr. Jounson. Exactly; and you say Congress did not set the fees, 

Mr. Guuick. | think that was a misunderstanding, sir. The fees 
that we have set already under the 1951 Appropriations Act amend- 
ment have been such fees as charges for furnishing a copy of a docu- 
ment not otherwise prescribed by ‘law. 

Mr. Jonnson. Rather than repealing the specific statute you refer 
to, what would prevent amending the specific statute? 

Mr. Guuickx. Nothing, sir. 

If Congress desires to do that, that is certainly within the province 
of this committee to consider. 

However, there is one thing that should be borne in mind in that 
connection. That is, that some years from now we may find that 
those fees are outdated. 

Mr. Jounson. What would prevent Congress from acting on that 
at that time? 

Mr. Guuicx. We are trying to save you some time and trouble. 


Mr. Jounson. I know that, but we find constantly departments 


coming in here and asking for more delegation of power. You, 
course, say that you have the protection through the Administrative 
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Procedure Act. My experience has been that that is not a great deal 
of protection to our people because you ultimately reach your own 
conclusions, and I feel that protection tor our people is in our Congress, 
and I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, as to delegating these powers to 
an administrative group. 

Mr. Fives. Surely. 

Mr. Jounson. You refer to other sections. Is that along the same 
thought of repealing what is now the prescribed fees for services? 

Mr. Gutick. Yes, sir. In other words, we are clearing out the 
deadwood in order to be able to approach all services for the benefit of 
the public or the recipient on the same basis, that is, self-sustaining. 

Mr. Jounson. And in the sponsorship of these bills, have you had 
occasion to have an opinion from the shippiug interests generally as 
to whether they are in accord with this change? 

Mr. Gutick. We have not consulted with the shipping interests 
as yet because we wanted to save that until we had decided what 
services did require, in our opinion, a fee. 

Then we would go to them, of course, and get their reaction. 

Mr. Jounson. I notice, Mr. Secretary, in your statement, that 
you bring up H.R. 9916. Did you desire to discuss that further at 
this time or are you going to appear on that measure later? 

Mr. Guttcx. No, sir. We have no particular desire to discuss it 
now. We mentioned it only to show that under the admeasurement 
charges this bill would make it possible for about half of the charges to 
be wiped out. Since the cost to the Government of admeasurement 
in the last fiscal year amounted to $173,000, that might be a little 
material in the interest of the small vessel owner. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I have one final question. 

I was wondering, Mr. Secretary, whether your office or some source 
could make available to the committee a list of the services that would, 
in your opinion, be covered by this measure, that is, marine inspection 
and inspection services, and what you feel would be the necessary 
service charge to meet the expenses of such service. 

Mr. Fiurs. Mr. Johnson, I will ask Mr. Gulick to answer that 
question as to just what might be available or able to be produced at 
this time. 

Mr. Guuicx. We could, sir, give you a list of all services which 
the Bureau of Customs and the Coast Guard render, but I think that 
would be perhaps meaningless because there would be no present 
indication that we intend to make a charge for all of those services. 

You see, we are rather in the position of one coming here and saying 
“If you will give us this legislative authority we will make a study and 
determine what services require a fee. Otherwise in these days of 
economy, we would like to avoid the expense of such a study if there is 
no indication that the study will be taken advantage of.” 

Mr. Jonnson. Of course, that gives me difficulty if you have not 
made a study and you do not know whether or not there is need for 
these additional charges, then should we pass legislation at this 
time or should we wait until you do make a study or give us more 
information as to the need for such a proposal. 

Mr. Guuick. Well, we felt, of course, that the 1951 Appropriations 
Act was a mandate upon us to take the first step, that is, to clear away 
the statutory prohibitions or limitations, and the way would be left 
open to charge fees if the fees should be charged. 
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I think that is an important element because the fee may be charged 
only if it is for the benefit of the recipients. 
_Mr. Jonnson. Could you then give to the committee a list of the 
different services that you feel would be covered by this proposal and 
+ . ) —- 
if you do have any knowledge as to what you feel the increase should 
be, give us the benefit of your views? 
Mr. Fives. Mr. Johnson, we would be glad to give you that list, 
Mr. Jounson. Thank you. 7 
° 7 i) 
(The list follows:) 
Customs 2. | 
Services and cost to Government 
3, 
Service Present fee Estimated Cost of 
time (hours) service 4, 
1. Documentation, redocumentation, etc.......---- De iciuinencanskdekes 1% $5. 0 ~~ 
2. Issuing documents for change of trade, original | None.....----....----- A 3.0 
document lost. 
I ioc alnincionpueinniccsiuigine sbeticcans Pete oo seians 6 2.0 i 
ii a Sk ceaclomnedwinmeumiid Pi hide cin: haitanccdelaieicin 1g 1.50 ai 
5. Recording: ; 
Ds. Gisktdbinddokibbcbadurivenabbduebian 20 cents a folio; esti- 6 2.00 2. 1 
Ea ae mated to be 50 34 3.00 3. ] 
Preferred mortgages..........-.-- sane nae cents a page. 1 4.00 r 
6. sae of certificate of ownership or abstract | $1.00_.-..----..-.----- 1 4.0 “1 
0: title. = 
Abstracts of title, additional pages__.......-} 20 cents per folio__.-.-.- 3% 3.00 a 
7. Furnishing copy of a recorded instrument_------ 20 cents per folio__---- 14 21.00 
Ro  ,, SR aE DR OOE Oca wcnssncee 1 4.00 _ 
CN IEE... in ccicdcauci ciecewncncccaas oS 2 1 4.00 
Issuing permit to proceed with cargo__.--.------ 10 cents and $2.00_ __-- 1 4.0 
Receiving permit to proceed with cargo. -.---..--| 10 cents and $2.00___-- 1 4.00 —- 
Issuing permit to proceed in ballast. ......-..--- 10 cents and $2.00___-- ly 2.00 L 
Receiving permit to proceed in ballast_.......--.- 10 cents and $2.00--_.- ve 2.00 me 
9. Preliminary entry of vessel.......-......------.- re eee 1 4.00" 
OP, es Ee asin na anemnnsmeunuwe ocacan Dinas usceaseancugaas 1 4.00 2 
. Issuance of crusing licenses. -.............-.-.--- PN nudekdidsucwabne 1 4.0 hd 
12. Issuance of certificate of record_--.........---.--- EE ee ] 4.00 — 
13. Issuance of certificate of protection. -..-.......--- PUR cbs aneninceease % 2.0 
1: Minimum charge of $1. 
2 For each 15 minutes of working time. — 
Oe 
U.S. Coast GuarpD 2 
Services and cost to Government 
A. VESSEL INSPECTIONS FOR CERTIFICATION ! 2 
Estimated Range of cost to 
number Government Average cost 
per year 
1. Penion vessels certificated under 46 CFR 1 (subch. In 
(a) Ocean and coastwise, initial._...........-.---.. 5 |$180. 00-$2, 000. 00 $00 
(6) Ocean and coastwise, subsequent annual. ----.- 100 | 90.00— 1,000. 00 200 ST 
TONE nn a noe chan nnceescs 10 | 180. 00- 1, 500. 00 350 
(d) Inland, subsequent annual. -_-.-..-.----- earye 260 | 90.00- 750.00 175 | 
2. Cargo and miscellaneous vessels, 46 CFR 1 (subch. I): 
eI ect re ctdcueecnwsohdnanawe 120 | 180. 00- 1, 200. 00 600 
Ter ONTOS GRIN go. inc hse nee ewncecees. 400 | 50.00- 400.00 150 
iy pamecrene meetin. : 1,150 | 100.00- 800.00 100 : 
3. Tank vessels, 46 CFR 1 (subch. D): . 
is) Ppeemenies. Witiel...........~s--------.-..». 12 | 180. 00- 1, 500. 00 1,00 
(ob) Tankships, subsequent biennial___-...-.-.---- 460 | 100. 00— 1,000. 00 300 
te OS OE ee Serene 90 | 90.00- 180.00 100 7 
(d) Tankbarges, subsequent biennial___.--..------- 1,900 | 50.00- 100.00 60 1S . 
4. Small passenger vessels, 46 CFR 1 (subch, T): | : 
a as eal sit algae nd niineniinkes cians BRE ow anon eae anes 180 
Ge) ONE SPIGUIIBD. 6 5s nk dooce tens wcn cece I Oe Naccansatandne | ” In 
ne sh cele 
1 Included in these transactions are yearly inspections for certification transactions involving 25 public 
tankships, 89 public tankbarges, 60 public cargo and miscellaneous vessels and 25 public passenger vessels. £0) 
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U.S. Coast Guarp—Continued 


Services and cost to Government—Continued 
B. FACTORY INSPECTIONS OF EQUIPMENT 
Ni cenetmermponssinnsntonaensionssiaststegseeeanaeneeshingsees rte tetas isrsaaretainsesinananansiniataeaiaaiaantE 


Estimated Range of cost to 
number Government Average cost 
per year 





— = 


1, Lifesaving equipment (davits, winches, lifeboats, rafts, 
‘and floats, buoyant apparatus, life preservers, life 
ring buoys, water and provision cans) --....-..-.--.--- 75,000 | 2 $0.15- $60.00 |-............. 
9. Pressure vessels and steel (boilers, tubes, stay bolts, 
*”poiler drums, headers, unfired pressure vessels, steel 
lates, bars shapes and billets, class A pipe and 
ttings, other mechanical items) - __............------ 5, 000 1. 00- 1,000. 00 
3. Pyrotechnics and signaling devices (line throwing guns, 
signal pistols, signal pistol cartridges, daytime distress 


signals (smoke), hand distress signals) --......--....-- 150, 000 Oe Meth. 
4, Miscellaneous (embarkation ladders, welder examina- 
tions, procedure qualifications, buoyant cushion, etc.) _ 1, 340, 000 O66: SR iirse 4 ch 





C. LICENSES AND CERTIFICATES FOR MERCHANT MARINE PERSONNEL 





1. Licenses involving examinations (masters, mates, 














CI NON cis ares oa niece laos iden a 13, 600 | $10.00- $75.00 j-............. 
EE 08 SMIIOD go cc cetewrnncasendundacdas rat 18, 000 Mi iccccdccuccs 
3. Merchant mariners documents involving examinations 

IEE: QU panne Sn nade aio etedeaeeees 4, 600 WGP Vaacetcectnane 
4. Merchant mariners documents (not involving exami- 

SE nn0.450een Niecabediweee mated eumeanenaledaing 14, 500 ch ciiccinicinediattteln 
5, Staff officers certificates 400 RO Pitistcb atkbnne 

D. SHIPMENT AND DISCHARGE SERVICES 
1, Signing on of shipping articles (this is a service to the | 

crew members and owners thus the fee should be paid 

NS thi stoutn vin etiaketihnee atta cauban cebenee eaten 208, 000 Cee tse 
2. Allotment notes for crew members’ dependents_---__ ~--- 124, 000 oN ca 





E. TYPE APPROVALS FOR REQUIRED EQUIPMENT 


(Specifications in 46 CF R1, subch. Q) 








1. Original approvals for equipment-_-_--.....-..--.------ | 392 | $30.00- $500.00 j|-..-.......... 
Gere GF MOUNOVONE. 6. occ sceicendcdeccnncnsdcncen 140 PE Botasecsn ce tenn 
SNE SUUNES 22, ccconcscdioiesckelcknuusiadennan | scdbeciecacap ted | PAE Fo vinsecanonta obs 





? Minimum $10 per inspector visit day. 


Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Fives. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Shapiro of the American Merchant Marine 
Institute. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN SHAPIRO, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., ACCOMPANIED BY 
EDWARD C. PHILLIPS, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, AMER- 
ICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE 


Mr. Suaptro. Mr. Chairman, my name is Alvin Shapiro. With me 
is Mr. Edward Phillips, of our organization here in Washington. 

I am vice president of the American Merchant Marine Institute, 
Inc., an organization representing the owners of a substantial majority 
of our privately owned U.S.-flag merchant marine operating ocean- 
going vessels in our foreign and domestic trades. 
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The proposed legislation is of direct interest to all U.S. owners of 
oceangoing vessels, In this connection, we have been requested by 
the Pacifie American Steamship Association (a shipowner organization 
similar to ours which represents steamship companies operating from 
the west coast) to state that they wish to associate themselves with 
our comments on this bill. To this extent this statement may be 
considered as the joint views of both organizations. 

H.R. 5841 is but one of various items of proposed legislation which 
have been introduced by the several executive departments and ad- 
ministrative agencies since the Congress in 1951 adopted legislation 
(5 U.S.C. 140) whereunder it expressed as its sense that the services 
cde by Federal agencies be self-sustaining ‘except those en- 
gaged in the transaction of official business of the Government.” Ip 
recognition of this statute our board of directors has reviewed the 
entire question of so-called user fees, and adopted the following policy 
for the guidance of the institute in these matters: ; 

The institute should oppose the imposition of fees for services rendered by 
Government departments and agencies which are in the public interest, but that 
fair and reasonable fees for services rendered for the benefit of private interests 
should not be opposed. 

We believe this to be a reasonable policy, and in our comments to 
follow we will relate it to the specifics of the proposed legislation. 

In general language H.R. 5841 would do two things: 

(1) It would repeal a group of provisions of law which presently 
authorize the collection of fees for certain services. The purpose of 
such repeal is not to terminate the collection of fees for these certain 
services, but to get around the present limitations resulting from the 
fixture of these fees by statute and enable them to be set in the future 
by administrative proceedings. 

(2) It would repeal a present section of law (46 U.S.C. 331) which, 
since 1886, has prohibited the collection of fees for certain services 
performed for vessels and seamen. Fees would be established and 
collected for these services. 

In addition to the above, sections 2, 3, and 4 of the bill would amend 
certain existing statutes which presently specify an exemption from 
entrance and clearance fees for certain vessels in the nearby foreign 
trades. These provisions would be amended to have the exemption 
relate only to “tonnage tax.’’ Presumably, the purpose of this is to 
open the way to the charging of entrance and clearance fees for such 
vessels and, to such extent, place them on a par with other vessels in 
the foreign trades. We have no specific comment to offer with 
respect to sections 2, 3, and 4 of this bill. 

The portions of H.R. 5841 which are items of a nature coming 
under the first category of fees, those which are established by law 
and fixed by statute, are paragraphs (a), (b), (¢), and (f) of section 1. 
Specifically, they concern the items of fees presently authorized for 
collection by collectors of customs oe such items as fees for 
entrance and clearance (19 U.S.C. 58); fees for granting a foreign- 
owned vessel a permit to proceed iis district to district, and for 
receiving the manifest (46 U.S.C. 329) ; fees for certifying and receiving 
the manifest with respect to certain vessels navigating the waters of 
the northern, northeastern, and northwestern frontiers (46 U.S.C. 
330); and fees for the priv ilege of securing change of name of a vessel 
(46 U.S.C. 53). 
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Since the collection of fees for the above specified services is already 
authorized by law our comment in connection with this portion of 
HR. 5841 is directed solely to the question of future procedure. The 
specification of such fees would no longer be contained in congressional 
statutes, but would become a matter of regulatory practice. Thus, the 
protection of legislative procedures is sacrificed on the altar of ad- 
ministrative convenience. 

We feel that the committee can understand our concern over this 
new principle, and that if such a principle should be adopted it should 
carry with it such protections as may be available against arbitrary 
and capricious regulation. As a minimum, we believe the bill should 
be amended to provide that any revision of existing fees, and the 
introduction or establishment of any new fees which may result from 
this legislation be made subject to the provisions and protection of the 
Administrative Procedure Act. Without such protection we would 
be compelled to oppose this aspect of the bill. 

The remainder of our comment is directed to paragraph (e) of 
section 1, whieh would remove present prohibitions against the 
collection of fees for 15 categories of services specified thereunder. 

In the language of the statute these are, and, very frankly, there 
are two that are of primary concern, the first one the measurement 
of tonnage and certifying the same except that the compensation 
and necessary travel and subsistence expenses of the officers so 
measuring or certifying such vessels at the request of the owners 
thereof at a place other than a port of entry or a customs station shall 
be paid by such owners. In other words, when special services are 
requested, we pay the bills for the special services which may involve 
the travel of personnel to places outside of their location. 

The other items are: (2) issuing of license or granting of certificate 
of registry, record, or enrollment, including all endorsements on the 
same and bond and oath; (3) endorsement of change of master; (4) 
certifying and receiving manifest, including master’s oath, and permit; 
(5) granting permit to vessels licensed for the fisheries to touch and 
trade; (6) granting certificate of payment of tonnage dues; (7) record- 
ing bill of sale, mortgage hypothecation; (8) furnishing certiticate of 
title; (9) furnishing the crew-list, including bond; (10) certificate of 
protection to seamen; (11) bill of health; (12) shipping or discharging 
of seamen, as provided by title 53 of the Revised Statutes and section 
2 of this act; (13) apprenticing boys to the merchant service; (14) in- 
specting, examining, and licensing steam vessels, including inspection- 
certificate and copies thereof; and (15) licensing of master, engineer, 
pilot, or mate of a vessel. 

In considering the possible removal of these prohibitions it is im- 
portant to note their background. The particular bill containing 
these prohibitions was passed by Congress on June 19, 1886, and was 
alled the Fees Act. It extended the privilege of exemption from 
charges levied on American shipping abroad, recorded by the act of 
June 26, 1884, to exemption from similar dues at home. The chair- 
man of the Shipping Committee of the Congress at that time furnished 
explanation of these prohibitions in the following language—and this 
is of utmost significance: 

The shipping interests of this country have been undergoing a steady decline 
for more than 25 years. A large mass of the taxes imposed upon the shipping 
interests which we are seeking to remove were imposed during the war for revenue; 
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they were war taxes, and a necessary incident to the levying of war taxes, They 
have been imposed for the purposes of government, and not for the benefits of 
the shipping interest or of vessel-owners * * * and these charges have been 
laid in order to enable the Government to keep their control of the matter, and 
for public purposes entirely and alone (excerpt from report of the Commissioner 
of Navigation, 1886). 

May we repeat a very significant phrase appearing in the above 
quotation. He is now referring to the taxes or fees which existed 
prior to their prohibition or prior to 1886: 

They have been imposed for the purposes of government, and not for the benefits 
of the shipping interest or of vessel owners. 

One of the most important items involved in these prohibitions js 
that of admeasurement of vessels. A discussion of this will serve to 
illustrate the point that these are not items of private interest, and the 
service should not be charged for. 

The admeasurement of vessels is performed following the building of 
a new ship or upon the completion of structural changes in an existin 
ship. Its purpose is to establish basic gross and net tonnage data 
upon which future assessments are made against the vessel throughout 
its life. This will be recognized as similar to the process which every 
homeowner goes through upon the building of a home. The town or 
county board of assessors will appraise the property and establish an 
assessed value for it. This is the figure upon which future assessments 
and property taxes are based. 

The admeasurement of a vessel corresponds to such an appraisal of 
a piece of real estate property. It is a proper and necessary function 
of the Government and should not be charged against the shipowner. 

For the committee’s information on this point we attach a tabulation 
showing 57 different taxes, fees, assessments or other charges which 
are based upon the vessel admeasurement discussed here, and for which 
charges are presently paid as a cost of operation of the vessel. The 
prohibition we are talking about does not relate to them, and they 
would, of course, be retained. These are the fees that are based on the 
admeasurement once the admeasurement is determined and that 
item, of course, we are not discussing in this particular bill. 

Another thing to keep in mind in connection with these services is 
that in the early days the collectors and other officers of customs, the 
inspectors of steam vessels, and shipping commissioners used to keep 
the fees which they collected as their own pay for the services they 
performed. Thus, when the Congress in 1886 established legislative 
prohibitions against the collection of fees for those services, they 
recognized the public aspect and provided compensation for the 
Government officials performing them. These officials performing 
these services are now paid Federal employees rather than being 
compensated on the basis of the fees they collect. 

Another quotation from the legislative records of that era illustrates 
this: 

The services for which these fees are now collected being required for the 
protection of the revenue, and for the protection of the public interest, it is proper 
that the Government pay for such services of its own officers, and not impose their 
compensation as a charge upon vessels (excerpt from Congressional Record, 
January-February 1886, p. 1109). 


It is clear then that there is a real justifiable reason behind the 
prohibition against the charging of fees for these Government services. 
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The justification and need for such prohibition is just as true today. 
The present prohibition should not be removed with respect to these 
items. 

We would respectfully urge the deletion of paragraph (e) of section 1 
from this bill. 

If I may digress for just a moment and give just a little personal 
recollection, I was a Government employee and I can recall on several 
different occasions being asked how much time I spent on performance 
of particular duties, and this is terribly difficult to determine, but one 
does come up with a determination. This determination may or may 
not be valid. 

I have seen more invalid than valid interpretations of this. I am 
not necessarily saying that this is going to prevail when the Treasury 
undertakes this task. 

Another question I have is how much it costs to process, for example, 
a $l check. I think the Treasury is the one best able to answer that 
question as to what is the size of a check which you can give to the 
Government without costing the Government more. 

I wonder where the breakoff is, where the Government gets a yield 
when it receives a check as compared to when it does not get a yield 
when it receives a check. 

I think, in spite of the fact that the Government may receive a 
thousand $1 checks, it is very possible that the processing of these $1 
checks costs the Government more than $1,000, and the net benefit 
to the Government is zero, and in fact is negative. 

I would also make one other point, if I may. If the performance of 
these services is not in the Government interest, I wonder why they 
are compelled by Federal law in the first place. If these are not public 
performances, if these are not in the Government interest, I say we 
should initially, before we entertain thoughts of the bill, determine 
which items are not in the public interest and throw them completely 
out rather than make them eligible for fees. We should throw them 
out of the window. But these are required by Federal law. 

Now, if the Federal law requires the performance of a particular 
service which the Federal Government says is not in its interest and 
then proceeds to charge the shipowner, if you like, or the citizen, for 
it, it seems to me that this is a somewhat backward way of doing it. 

If they are not in the public interest, do not make them require- 
ments. If they are not requirements, then we are free to do the job 
or not do the job as we see fit. 

Let us take the licensing of a seaman. This is clearly in the Gov- 
ernment’s interest but it works in negative effect on the shipowner. 
It narrows his labor market by some thousands and thousands of 
persons. 

If we were free to hire anybody for the performance of the job 
rather than a licensed man for the performance of the job, clearly his 
oo market is broader and perhaps even his wage base would be 
ower. 

This is a somewhat remote possibility but conceivably, so that if 
the man has to get a license in order to guarantee that the job on 
board the ship is properly performed, the protection of the cargo of 
the shipper which may be every citizen of the land or the passenger on 
board the ship who may be any citizen of the land, and he does not 
want to find himself on board a ship or find his cargo on board a ship 
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where the skills required to run the ship simply are not available and 
you would be jeopardizing yourself on such a ship and, if we require 
licenses, clearly it seems to me that this is in the public interest. 

This concludes the direct part of my statement, Mr. Chairman 
but I would be delighted to answer any questions or Mr. Phillips, who 
is a little more technically equipped on this subject, would be pleased 
to answer questions. 

(The attachment follows:) 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON TONNAGE MEASUREMENT, SHIPPING COORDINATING 
CoMMITTEE, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


Recapitulation of existing uses of gross and net tonnage with respect to U.S.-flag 
vessels tn domestic and international trades 





Use Gross| Net 
|— | 
A. Tonnage used within and without the United States as a basis for taxes, fees, assessments, 
or charges relating to— | 
0 a Niet acne ciel eile hala adaln we ahieinesinadguntdebcaaianae ts _s 
2. Drydocking charges. --.--.-- 7 a a Be oete oMeeR ca edhe al Ee anabase tal > 12 
3. ABS classification, survey, and loadline fees............-- aide eel ¥. | 
rr 6 Bi oo re ae ee aba ied x 
SPIDER idan ect cdetmosivn cisaceeepaubits Yis 
dnc R akin enicecddatiee kako scuepen Nake siimeicaines ass hapem ein a aie tec bie + aD 
Tp SEO BR on cinrinnonenen iaabsneines - x T? 
8. Pilotage cities ee eat béon 3 xX bz 
9. Tonnage tax ao “ ee ee os nk 
10. Panama and Suez Canal tolls_....-- [dike htks beth ladabalsudeewke cecouh tn 
a ca, ok reed SEN RNE abel ompwindewidhnes Xx 
nl ncnnnin can tmaageans<enepheugenas ‘ x 
13. Shifting berth Mulbtsin kh huaadsbicthe <pashinudeddidueangnddabaeee | X 
14. Mooring and unmooring..--.--------- " AE 
15. Berthage dues_--.---.-- pure ee : tee phd cathide pele deatie AD 
16, Anchorage Gucs..........-..... pene nmencmd eines be mnnes x 
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Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Clark? 

Mr. CuiarKk. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman. 

[am somewhat confused as to the precise parts of the bill before us 
to which you take exception. Is it only that section (e)? 

Mr. SHaprro. Section (e). You are only dealing really with two 
aspects here, Mr. Ray. Basically, we are dealing with a group of fees 
paid by the shipowner today. There is no question about anything in 
connection with that item, that group of fees, except that they are 
fixed as to amount. 

The Congress said, “This shall be performed for $1,” “for 50 cents, 
for 20 cents.’”’ There is no argument about that issue. 

All we are saying is that, when this statute is passed, should it be 
passed, it 1s no longer a question of congressional determination as to 
the amount of the fee. It is a question of administrative determina- 
tion. 

Mr. Ray. Is that not an improvement? 

Mr. SHaprro. Pardon me? 

Mr. Ray. Would that not by itself be an improvement? 

Mr. Suapiro. This might very well be an improvement, Mr. Ray, 
and we do not oppose that part of the bill. All we say is afford us, if 
you will, the protection of the Administrative Procedure Act; in 
other words, let us as an interested party be heard. 

I think that is a reasonable request. 

Mr. Ray. Is that not going to be done in all these cases where fees 
have been proposed? 

Mr. SHaprro. Congressman Ray, | cannot specifically answer that 
question. I do not know that there is an absolute essential require- 
ment that this be done under the Administrative Procedure Act. I 
think the Treasury Department indicated that they wanted it to be 
performed in that fashion. 

Mr. Ray. | thought they indicated that they thought it was 
covered by that act. 

Mr. Suaprrro. I will abide by their judgment of that particular 
part of the statute and, if this is, Mr. Ray, to be covered by the 
Administrative Procedure Act, then that part of our reference to 
asking for the Administrative Procedure Act is obviously unnecessary. 

Mr. Ray. Is not the existing law adequate, the law which would be 
applicable if this were passed? Is that not adequate to make sure 
that the charges are not imposed except where there is benefit to the 
one who is to pay those charges? 

Mr. SHaprro. This is a great area for partial discussion, Congress- 
man Ray. I think we can debate at great length during the course 
of an Administrative Procedure Act hearing as to whether these serv- 
ices which are now prohibited because they were performed in the 
public interest should be included. 

Mr. Ray. Is that not the forum before which or in which such 
discussions should be had? 

Mr. Suapiro. Of course, it is perfectly true that that is a reasonable 
forum under which these discussions should be held but I would raise 
first the question: Is it not proper for the Congress, in the first place, 
to make the determination as to whether these should even be subject 
to feesetting against the shipowner, should we ever get to the stage 
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where we are discussing these items during the course of an Admin- 
istrative Procedure Act discussion. 

Mr. Ray. I would be glad to have your comments on this. 

It is a practically impossible task for Congress to take up those 
items of detail. It must rely upon the administrative procedure to 
settle such questions within guidelines established by the Congress, 

Mr. Suapriro. Mr. Ray, the Congress, and this is part of our point 
of course, has already done this. It is true that it was the Congress 
of 1886. 

Mr. Ray. We did not have any Administrative Procedure Act at 
that time. 

Mr. SHaprro. The Congress drew a very careful line. It did not 
prohibit all collections, vis-a-vis we have collections today. The 
Congress just took those categories of services which I itemize on 
page 4 of my statement and said, ‘‘This group is performed in the 
public service, and therefore there should be no charge for them.” 

It seems to us as though the Congress, having established this in 
the first place, it is in the greatest of wisdom to have the Congress 
now decide to do something else rather than just give carte blanche 
to an administrative agency and then let the actual fee determina- 
tions be in the hands of an administrative agency. 

Mr. Ray. My own view would be to the contrary on that. 

I think we should clear away these things that now stand as posi- 
tive bars to administrative determination first as to whether the 
service is rendered for the benefit of the individual or company, and 
next, if it is, what the charges should be subject, let us say, to what 
the Administrative Procedure Act provides. 

Mr. SHapiro. Mr. Ray, may I comment on that? 

Mr. Ray. Yes. 

Mr. SuHaprro. I would feel much better, at least about this whole 
proposal, if the suggestion of Congressman Johnson were carried out, 
that the Treasury come forward to the Congress with some evidence 
of having thought profoundly about this subject, some schedule, 
some idea of what is or is not in the Government’s interest, and then 
the Congress acted on that. I daresay that our opinion might be 
considerably different but this is, in effect, carte blanche. 

I have been in several Administrative Procedure Act hearings and 
the forces are not very equally balanced, Mr. Ray. There is no 
question about that. ou get a hearing and some of your items are 
taken into consideration but, if they are trying to raise X millions of 
dollars, which is the cost to them of performing these public services, 
you can be pretty sure they are going to raise it. Do not accept this 
as being a criticism of a particular department. I would like the 
record to be very clear on that but I would say, in general, Govern- 
ment agencies, once they determine that this is the cost for the service. 
are going to raise that money. Even if they throw out an item and 
say, “This is performed in the public service,” they are going to dump 
on another item and are going to get whatever millions of dollars 
they want to get for the performance of this work. 

Mr. Ray. What still bothers me on which my view, I think, would 
be different from yours is that I would think it wise to clear away the 
obstacles and to let the departments concerned reach their conclusion 
as to what services they are performing for the benefit of the shippers 
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or shipowners, for example, and propose their fees for that and that 
the Administrative Procedure Act gives adequate protection. 

If it does not, let us amend that act, but I think the proper way 
to treat these problems is to get the consideration of the facts and 
the merits in the hands of the administrative agency rather than in 
the hands of the congressional committee. We would be forever and 
a day. 

Mr. Suarrro. Mr. Ray, there was no barrier whatever to the 
Treasury Department coming to us and saying specifically, “Here 
is what we propose in each one of these 15 items,’’ and perhaps their 
proposal in these 15 items would have been completely acceptable 
to us. 

Some of these items are highly questionable, I will admit that, as 
to whether they are a public service or a private service. It is a very 
narrow line. 

On others, in my opinion, there is simply no question. 

If they had come to us, for instance—and again I am not being 
critical since their work burden simply does not allow them to do this 
at all times—if they had said, “Item 1 and item 14, we think are pretty 
clearly in the public service, and we do not contemplate charges for 
that,” I might not be here today in opposition to this bill. They had 
this opportunity. They were free to consult us, but first they want 
the license and then they will find what to fish for. 

Mr. Ray. Again I say that, as far as my own judgment is concerned, 
the wiser and the more practical course is to follow the procedures con- 
templated by the bill, get rid of the obstacles, and then have the 
merits of the various situations dealt with under the safeguards of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 

Mr. Suapiro. Mr. Ray, I always respect your judgment on these 
matters. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Nix? 

Mr. Nrx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Shapiro, did I understand you to say that you would have 
no objection to H.R. 5841 if it is subject to the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act? 

Mr. SHaptro. No, only that section of 5841 which provides that. 
those services for which we are now paying a fee as set by Congress 
shall in the future be determined by the administrative agency. If 
that group of fees is subject to the Administrative Procedure Act, 
we have no objection to that section of the bill. 

Mr. Nix. Then there is a certain group of fees with which you 
agree? 

Mr. Suaprro. Yes. 

Mr. Nrx. Have you listed that group? 

Mr. Suaptro. No, I have not, sir. I believe we have a listing of 
them, though. 

Mr. Nix. I mean this: Could you segregate that list with which 
you agree? 

Mr. Suaprro. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Nrx. And could you consider the probability of there arising 
other fees along the same line to which you would agree? 

Mr. Suaptro. Yes. 

Mr. Nix. Then could you list the fees to which you are not in: 
agreement? 
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Mr. SHaprro. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nix. And then could you discuss the reasons why you are not 
in agreement with those fees? 

Mr. Sapiro. I could not do that right now but I certainly could 
provide it for the committee. ) 

Mr. Nix. Would you not agree that had your presentation taken 
that particular line, it would not be difficult at all to consider the 
entire problem here today in relation to your objections? 

Mr. Sapiro. Congressman Nix, I really thought I had gone as 
far in that direction as I possibly could by setting them aside without 
mentioning them, although I do cover some of them on page 3 of the 
statement. 

I did designate a certain area of fees in which we would have no 
objection providing we were afforded the protection of the Adminis. 
trative Procedure Act. 

Mr. Nrx. There is one thing that you mentioned, admeasurement, 

Mr. SHaprro. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nix. You objected to that. Your basic reason for objection 
was that it was altogether improper and you did set forth, in my 
opinion, logical reasons for your objection there. My thought is this: 
Had you done the same thing as to all of your objections, it would 
have been completely clear as to the reasons why and certainly, on 
a consideration such as we are doing here today, we would have been 
much further along, I believe. 


Mr. Suaprro. Mr. Nix, if I may, I really hate to take the com. | 


mittee’s time in this fashion, but might I read the items? 

Mr. Nrx. I have them here. 

Mr. Sapiro. While I only picked out two which really are the 
ones of greatest cost absorption, look at item 11, a bill of health for 
a ship. 


Mr. Nrx. There is one other thing I would like to ask. Does it | 
not seem to be a very good thing for the fixing of these fees or the | 
consideration as to whether or not they should be assessed to be placed | 


in the hands of some agency that is capable of reevaluating from time 
to time in the light of changing conditions? Is that not really what 
they are trying to do here? 

If this thing is left to the Congress to set a fee, obviously the fee 
set can only affect the situation for a certain length of time. 

There ought to be some graduated reevaluation of fees and there 
ought to be some agency, not Congress, do that sort of thing. 

Mr. SHaprro. I would agree with that completely, Mr. Nix. 

Our point here is that there is a category of items, 13 of them, which 
overwhelmingly fall within the framework of being in the public in- 
terest, and we think that this determination, just as it was made in 
1886, should be made by the Congress. 

As a matter of fact, the mere fact that the bill is here is, in effect, 
saying that these are no longer in the public interest and we may charge 
fees for them. 

Mr. Nix. Mr. Shapiro, the only suggestion that I make is this: 
That it would seem to me that in the interest of simplicity, if those 
fees that are objectionable to the industry, to you, were itemized and 
the reasons given for those objections, we would be in a better position 
to come quickly to a reasonable and just decision. That is the only 
suggestion I make. 
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Mr. SHaprro. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion in this 
regard in order to clarify the problem with which we are now faced? 

Mr. GARMATZ. Yes. 

Mr. Suaprro. Would it be feasible for the industry to consult with 
the Treasury Department and see if we cannot work out, not neces- 
sarily a schedule of the particular fees but a listing of those fees which 
fall within the framework of unquestioned public interest, unques- 
tied private interest, and the dubious area, and I think on that 
basis perhaps the committee would be in a better position to resolve 
this controversy. 

Mr. GarMAtz. Can you do that later on? What effect would that 
have on the bill? 

It is not going to be up to you to decide what they are going to 
charge and what they are not going to charge. 

Mr. Suapiro. I would visualize, Mr. Chairman, that we would be 
left perhaps with 6 or 7 items in this group of 15 for which prohibition 
of fees still exists which would be charged for, and then the discussion 
would be a question of the rate. There would remain a number of 
items that are unquestionably in the public interest and therefore 
there should be no repeal of the prohibition against the charging of 
these fees for these services. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zincke. Mr. Shapiro, is it not a fact that, under the existing 
legislation, the debate as to whether the matter was in the public 
interest would be one that you would conduct in the course of a 
hearing on the fees because, if it is in the public interest and there is 
no private service rendered, then there would be no fee? 

Mr. Suaptro. If it is in the public interest. 

Mr. Zincke. Your contention, or at least your suggestion, was that 
you would supply the committee with your views as to which of these 
services were wholly and solely within the public interest. 

Mr. SHapiro. Right. 

Mr. Zincke. With the thought probably that the committee would 
except those from the terms of the bill. 

I am asking you the question as to whether that is not already 
covered by existing law in that the applicable law provides that, 
unless a service is rendered of value to you or to your group or to an 
individual as such individual, there can be no charge? 

Mr. SHapiro. No; that is not provided in the law. 

Mr. Zincke. You are familiar with title 5, section 140, sir? 

Mr. SHapiro. Perhaps if you identified it in some other fashion. 

Mr. Zincxe. ‘‘Services as self-sustaining; uniformity; regulations; 
deposit in Treasury; effect on other laws”’ is the title of the section. 

Mr. Suaprro. This is the 1951 act? 

Mr. Zincke (reading): 

It is the sense of the Congress that any work, service, publication, report, 
document, benefit, privilege, authority, use, franchise, license, permit, certificate, 
registration, or similar thing of value or utility performed, furnished, provided, 
granted, prepared, or issued by any Federal agency (including wholly owned 

overnment corporations as defined in the Government Corporation Control 
Act of 1945) to or for any person * * * 


Does not that exclude those solely in the public interest? 
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Mr. Snaprro. I think practically that language, particular 
“except those engaged in transaction of official business of the Gov. 
ernment”’ really begs the question because the truth of the matter js 
that, if this were the statute and it did not go to the prohibition 
already provided for those services provided in the public interest 
the Coast Guard could be charging today. In other words, this 
language did not repeal the prohibition against charging for services 
performed in the public interest. 

Mr. Zincxke. But it is your contention that the present bill should 
be limited, as I take it, to those items which are not in the public 
interest? 

Mr. Suapiro. Right. 

Mr. Zincxke. I ask you whether that is not already specifically 
done by the existing statute? ’ 

Mr. Suapiro. No, I do not believe so. I do not believe so. 

Mr. Zincke. That seems to be a question for the lawyers on the 
committee to decide. 

That is all I have, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Shapiro. 

Mr. SuHaprro. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. William Kohler of the American Waterways 
Operators. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. KOHLER, ASSISTANT TO THE 
PRESIDENT, THE AMERICAN WATERWAYS OPERATORS, INC, 


Mr. Kouuer. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen—— 

Mr. Jounson. Does the gentleman have a prepared statement? 

Mr. Kouter. I have no prepared statement, Mr. Johnson. 

My name is William L. Kohler. I am assistant to the president 
of the American Waterways Operators, Inc., the nationwide shallow- 
draft water carrier associations. We have offices at 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue NW., in Washington, D.C., and in New Orleans, La., and in 
New York, N.Y. 

The American Waterways Operators, Inc., is the nationwide 
shallow-draft association. We represent the barges and towboats 
operating over the inland channels of the country. 

Originally, my intention today was to request the committee, if it 
would be permitted, for us to file a formal statement subsequent to 
these hearings on this bill. I am somewhat, like Congressman Ray 
has expressed it, confused with regard to the subjects that this bill 
would cover and was anxious to receive information which the 
Treasury Department had not furnished us and had not consulted 
with us about with regard to the services which the bill would propose 
to cover. 

I am pleased to see that this may be worked out. 

My primary concern at this time is with regard to the mention 
‘which the Treasury Department made of H.R. 9916, the small boat 
admeasurement bill. I was unaware that this bill was before this 
committee for consideration at this time. 

Mr. Garmartz. It is not. 
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Mr. Kouter. I am relieved to know that. 

Otherwise I have no further comments or information to submit, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Clark? 

Mr. CuarK. I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Nix? 

Mr. Nix. I have no questions. 

Mr. GarMaAtTz. Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. Do you go on record today as either favoring or 
opposing this bill? 

Mr. Kon.er. We strongly oppose the bill. Our belief is that the 
pill is not in the public interest. 

There is considerable confusion about the objectives of the bill. 

We sincerely believe that the Treasury Department is attempting 
maybe to do delicate surgery with a meat cleaver rather than with a 
scalpel, and we believe that the issue is joined on a determination of 
what measures are in the public interest and which are not, and we 
are of the general belief that those measures which are in the public 
interest are adequately covered at the present time. 

We feel that the bill as a whole could be taken as an expression of 
congressional intent carried to the emphasis possibly that this com- 
mittee would care to place upon it. 

We oppose the bill. 

Mr. Nrx. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one question? 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes. 

Mr. Nrx. Mr. Kohler, just to keep the record straight, you stated 
a short time ago that you would not make a statement because you, 
like Mr. Ray, were confused by certain things. I took it that you 
were not fully acquainted with the implications of the proposed bill 
and you were not in a position to discuss it as you would like to discuss 
it. 

Do you not think that it would be better to say that your opposition 
at this time is not because of the bill itself but because you are not in 
position to adequately set forth your objections? 

Mr. Kouuer. Congressman Nix, this is a good question and I 
would like to answer it in two parts, if I may. 

First, we are opposed to the intent of the bill which we believe is 
not in the public interest; and the second answer is, with regard to 
the second part of your question, I do not feel capable of responding 
to the objectives of the bill at this time because, like the committee, 
we have been unable to obtain from the Treasury Department a 
determination as to what services may possibly be covered in the future. 

Mr. Nrx. The only thing I wanted to say is that, as a matter of pro- 
tection, you object to it not because of specific deficiencies in the bill. 
If you had more information and more time you would be in a position 
to adequately express your views? 

Mr. Kouuer. Yes, sir. Our primary concern is that sufficient 
information was not furnished either in the Congressional Record or 
made available to the industry for us to make a determination with 
regard to this matter. 

Yes, sir; that is a good question. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Jounson. I would like to ask one question on that, if I may. 

Is not your concern also that it would be an additional financial 
burden on your operation or the operations of the companies that are 
m_operation coastwise now? 
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Mr. Koutuer. This we do not know, sir. This is part of the infor. 
mation that I have been attempting to get and our offices have been 
attempting to get from the Treasury Department. 

The reason I make the statement is this: It appears that there are 
some charges that may be increased and some that would be decreased 

I am led to believe that there has been no determination made as to 
what charges will be made, on what services these charges will be 
imposed, and how much saving will be made to the Government, how 
much cost will be charged to the Government, how much cost industry 
would have to bear, what vessels would be charged these costs, and 
what types of operations would be subjected to these charges. 

Mr. Jounson. I am interested in your answer. 

Can you tell me, in your opinion, what ones or one of the charges 
you think would be decreased? 

Mr. Kouter. I am led to believe that at the present time there is q 
documentation for corporate papers that is based upon a pagination 
charge of, I believe, 50 cents a page. I am led to believe that this 
work can be done in hours, an hour or two, which would cost $8 or 
$10, whereas, if it were a 100-page corporation document, the charge 
is $25 or $30, so that I understand that if it were smaller there would 
be a decrease in the charge that the operator would have to bear. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. I would like to clear up one point. I share your state- 
ment that we are both confused but we are not confused about the 
same thing. My confusion relates to the objections and yours relates 
to the bill. 

Mr. Garmatz. This bill was introduced March 19, 1959, a year ago, 

Mr. Koutrr. I am aware of that. 

Mr. Garmatz. I do not know whether you or Mr. Shapiro have 
been in touch with the Treasury Department and talked things over. 

Mr. Kouuer. For almost a year we have been attempting to get 
the information that this committee has requested in part this morn- 
ing, which information I would certainly appreciate receiving if it is 
furnished to the committee so that we can make a determination with 
regard to these matters. 

I have specific reference to the cost to the operators which Mr, 
Johnson asked. I cannot answer that. 

I have reference to the savings to the Government. 

I have reference to the cost to the Government to collect the fees. 

This information I have been attempting to get and have not been 
able to obtain it, and I would very much appreciate the receipt of it 
if it is submitted to the committee. 

Mr. Garmatz. You may talk to counsel to the committee on that. 

Are there any other questions? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Zincken. We have a statement from the Lake Carriers’ Associa- 
tion that I ask be made part of the record. 

Mr. Garmatz. Without objection, so ordered. 
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(The statement follows:) 


SraTEMENT OF LyNpoN SPENCER, PresipENT, Lake CarrieRS’ ASSOCIATION, 
CLEVELAND, OHIO 


My name is Lyndon Spencer. This statement is submitted to your committee 
on behalf of Lake Carriers’ Association, which is an organization consisting of 
some 32 vessel companies owning in the aggregate 316 American-flag bulk cargo 
yessels employed in the transportation of commodities such as iron ore, coal, 
limestone, and grain on the Great Lakes. 

H.R. 5841 has as its purpose the repeal and amendment of certain statutes 
fixing or prohibiting the collection of fees for numerous services performed by 
agencies of the United States under the navigation and vessel inspection laws. 
If this bill is enacted into law in its present form, the maritime industry will be 
required to pay for virtually every service rendered by either the Customs Service 
or the Coast Guard in connection with the entry and clearance, the documenta- 
tion, inspection, and certification of vessels, and the licensing and certificating 
of vessel personnel. 

The effect of this bill will be to bring all such services within the purview of 
title V of the act of August 31, 1951 (5 U.S.C.A. 140) authorizing the imposition 
of fees and charges unless otherwise prohibited by the Congress. In the render- 
ing of such services these agencies would be expected to be ‘‘self-sustaining to the 
full extent possible’ and the head of each such agency would be ‘“‘authorized by 
regulation * * * to prescribe therefor such fee, charge or price, if any, as he 
shall determine * * * to be fair and equitable taking into consideration direct 
and indirect cost to the Government, value to the recipient, public policy or 
interest served, and other pertinent facts, * * *.”’ 

Lake Carriers’ Association must oppose H.R. 5841 as being in conflict with 
the fundamental purpose of the vessel navigation and inspection laws, which is 
to promote greater safety in the interest of preserving life and property. To the 
extent that this bill would place on a fee basis services in connection with the ad- 
ministration and enforcement of laws with respect to the safety of life and property, 
it is not in the public interest. 

The Congress has, for many years, required the inspection and certification 
of vessels and the licensing and certification of vessel personnel. It is clear from 
the very nature of these laws, which date back to 1838 (act of July 7, 1838), that 
many of the services performed by the Coast Guard and Customs Bureau are 
rendered solely in the public interest. In practical effect such laws act as a re- 
striction on the vessel owner, not a service to him. The vessel navigation and 
inspection laws are not administered for the benefit of the vessel owner but as a 
service to the public which looks to agencies such as the Coast Guard and the 
Customs Bureau for the promotion of greater safety at sea. 

The Supreme Court in O’Hara v. Luckenback SS Co. (269 U.S. 364), said with 
respect to the Seamen’s Act of March 4, 1950, pages 367-368: 

“The general purpose of the Seamen’s Act is not only to safeguard the welfare 
of the seamen as workmen, but, as set forth in the title, also ‘to promote safety 
at sea.’ The act as a whole shows very clearly that, while hours of work and 
proper periods of rest were regarded as considerations of primary concern while 
the vessel is in a safe harbor, these considerations must yield, as they have always 
yielded, to the paramount necessity of safety while the ship is at sea. * * * But 
the provision, fundamentally, is a measure of precaution against those perilous 
and often unexpected emergencies of the sea when only immediate and wakeful 
readiness for action may avert full disaster or determine the issue between life 
and death; its effect as a regulator of working conditions is a matter of subordi- 
nate intent.’’ 

The same could be said for virtually all vessel inspection and navigation laws. 

In hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the Senate, 83d Congress, 2d session, Rear Adm. H. C. Shepherd, 
then Chief, Office of Merchant Marine Safety, U.S. Coast Guard, had the following 
to say with respect to the Coast Guard’s objectives in administering the safety 
inspection laws: 

“For many years the Coast Guard has maintained a program designed to in- 
crease safety consciousness and to improve safety conditions on board ships. 
This program has included dissemination of safety information to the maritime 
industry, to organizations having an interest in maritime matters, and to the public 
generally by means of publications and posters, and through the activities of 
inspection personnel. * * * The Coast Guard believes that elimination of many 
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of the unsafe practices and conditions which commonly obtain on board ship i 
an important humanitarian objective and an essential element of its ae 
improve maritime safety generally” (hearings on 8. 2818, 83d Cong., 2d 5 
May 29, 1954, p. 3640). 

In adopting the Shipping Act of June 19, 1886, which prohibits the impositig 
of any fees or charges in connection with the examination of vessels and licens 
and certificating of personnel, the Congress was prompted by the paramount 
public interest and humanitarian objectives involved. This policy has begm 
maintained down to the present day and is embodied in title 46, United State 
Code Annotated, section 331. The only exception occurs where. it is necegs 
for Coast Guard personnel to remain on duty outside the customary working] 
hours of the particular port or on Sundays or holidays, in which case compensa 
tion for overtime is paid by the vessel owner (46 U.S. CG. A. 382(b)). 

The purpose and objectives of the navigation and inspection laws of June 19, 
1886, remain the same today and therefore title 46, United States Code Annota a 
section 331, should not be repealed. Of the services referred to therein and p 
formed by customs and Coast Guard officials, almost all relate to the administra. 
tion and enforcement of laws respecting the safety of life and property at gs 
For instance, the measurement of vessels is an essential function of safety sinal 
many of our safety laws apply to vessels on the basis of tonnage. Likewise, 
documentation of vessels is a function of safety because it is through such govery 
mental documentation that vessels become subject to the manifold s safety la : 
It goes without saying that the inspection, examination, and certification of ye 
sels and the examination, licensing, and certification of vessel personnel are indigeu 
pensable to safety. ¥ 

Thus it would seem that rather than repeal this statute, the committee show 
consider its amendment so as to delete from the act of June 19, 1886 (46 U.S.C_Ag 
331) only those services which do not relate directly and essentially to the adming 
istration and enforcement of safety laws; namely, certifying and receiving manie 
fest, including master’s oath and permit; granting permit to vessels licensed for 
the fisheries to touch and trade; granting certificate of payment of tonnage dueg 
recording bill of sale, mortgage, hypothecation or conveyance, or the discharge of 
such mortgage or hy pothecation; furnishing certificate of title; and apprenticiz A 
boys to the merchant service. 

The remaining services described in the statute do relate to safety and sho 
not be placed on a fee basis. Thus the statute as so amended would read: 

‘No fees shall be charged or collected by collectors or other officers of customs 
or by Coast Guard officials, for the following services to vessels of the Unite 
States, to wit: Measurement of tonnage and certifying the same, except that th 
compensation and necessary travel and subsistence expenses of the one 
measuring or certifying such vessels at the request of the owners thereof at a ple 
other than a port of entry or a customs station shall be paid by such ownerg 
issuing of license or granting of certificate of registry, record, or enrollment, it- 
cluding all endorsements on the same and oath; endorsement of change of mastery 
furnishing the crew list; certificate of protection to seamen; bill of health; shipping? 
or discharging of seamen, as provided by title 53 of the Revised Statutes and 
sections 563 and 646 of this title; inspecting, examining, and licensing ste 
vessels, including inspection certificate and copies thereof; and licensing of maste 
engineer, pilot, or mate of a vessel.”’ 

Section 4, page 3, of the bill requires only brief comment. That section would 
delete from section 2793 of the Revised Statutes the exemption from entry an 
clearance fees in certain instances but would preserve, so far as the Great Lake 
are concerned, the privilege which Great Lakes vessels now enjoy when on voy: 
ages between ports of the United States on the Great Lakes of touching at place 
in Canada for the sole purpose of taking on fuel. Preservation of this privilege 
with respect to the bunkering of Great Lakes vessels would seem indispensable, 7 


Mr. Garmatz. The meeting will stand adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11:25 a.m., the committee proceeded to executi 
session, and adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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